REMARKS 

Claims 1-35 and 37 are pending in the present application. Claims 1-35 and 37 
stand rejected. Claims 12, 13, 15, 16, 27, 30, 34, and 37 have been amended herein. 
Claims 1-11, 14, 17-26, 28, 29, 31-33 and 35 have been cancelled herein. 
Reconsideration is respectfully requested in light of the present amendments and 
following remarks. The above amendments and following remarks are believed to be 
fully responsive to the outstanding Office Action and to render all claims at issue 
patentably distinct over the references cited. 

Claims 1-4, 6, 14-18, 20, 21, 23-25 and 34-36 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 
§1 02(b) as allegedly being anticipated by Sato (U.S. 4,524,494). This rejection is 
respectfully traversed. It is believed that the originally filed claims are patentably distinct 
over the cited reference. Notwithstanding, independent Claim 34 has been amended to 
state that the beak portions open away from each other during at least a portion of 
insertion of the deflectable members into the hole in the automotive panel, each of the 
bridging members have an inner end integrally attached adjacent the distal end of the 
pillar, and each of the bridging members have an outer end integrally attached adjacent 
an end of the corresponding deflectable member closest to the arrangement. Support 
for this amendment can be found in at least the originally filed Figures 6a-6c and the 
accompanying text. 

In contrast, Sato does not disclose the claimed combination of features, 
especially as amended. For example, Sato does not have a bridging member with both 
ends being attached. Furthermore, Sato does not have beak portions which operate as 
presently claimed. The other claims have either been cancelled or their dependencies 
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changed, without prejudice or disclaimer, merely to expedite prosecution. Accordingly, 
it is respectfully requested that the instant rejection be withdrawn. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 7-10 and 19 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Sato in view of Wittig (U.S. 6,042,296). This rejection 
is respectfully traversed. It is believed that the originally filed claims are patentably 
distinct over the cited references. Notwithstanding, the noted claims have been 
cancelled, without prejudice or disclaimer, merely to expedite prosecution. Accordingly, 
it is respectfully requested that the instant rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 11-13, 26-29 and 34 have been rejected under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) as 
allegedly being unpatentable over Sato in view of Giampavolo (U.S. 6,604,265). This 
rejection is respectfully traversed. It is believed that the originally filed claims are 
patentably distinct over the cited references. Giampavolo is a nonanalogous reference 
having nothing to do with automotive vehicle fasteners or fasteners for use with 
automotive vehicle panels. Claim 34 has been amended as previously discussed. The 
cited references do not disclose, suggest or motivate the claimed combination of 
elements, especially as presently amended. The other noted claims have either been 
cancelled, without prejudice, or their dependencies changed. Accordingly, it is 
respectfully requested that the instant rejection be withdrawn. 

The Examiner has rejected Claims 5, 22, 30, 31 and 37 under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) 
as allegedly being unpatentable over Sato, or over Sato as modified by Giampavolo in 
view of Skobel (U.S. 4,534,090). This rejection is respectfully traversed. It is believed 
that the originally filed claims are patentably distinct over the cited references. Both 
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Skobel and Giampavolo are nonanalogous references having nothing to do with 
automotive vehicle fasteners or fasteners for use with automotive vehicle panels. 

Furthermore, independent Claim 37 has been amended to state that the base 
includes at least a transversely enlarged umbrella and at least two transversely 
enlarged heads, and the base, center post, hinge segments and wings are all polymeric. 
This combination of claimed features are not disclosed in any of the cited references. 
For example, Sato does not have at least two heads in addition to an umbrella and does 
not have a ball-and-socket type of end to assist with the claimed forces. Also, Skobel is 
not polymeric, is not an automotive vehicle fastener and does not have bridges. 
Moreover, Giampavolo is not an automotive vehicle fastener, does not have heads and 
an umbrella, does not have a ball-and-socket end arrangement and does not employ 
the claimed forces. There is no suggestion or motivation to combine the buckle of 
Giampavolo or the jewelry clasp of Skobel, with the single piece fastener of Sato. The 
other claims noted with the rejection have either been cancelled, without prejudice, or 
their dependencies have been changed. Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that 
the instant rejection be withdrawn. 

Claims 32 and 33 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. §1 03(a) as allegedly being 
unpatentable over Sato in view of Skobel and Giampavolo. This rejection is respectfully 
traversed. It is believed that the originally filed claims are patentably distinct over the 
cited references. Notwithstanding, these claims have been cancelled, without prejudice. 
Accordingly, it is respectfully requested that the instant rejection be withdrawn. 
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In view of the instant amendments, it is submitted that the present application is 
in condition for allowance. Accordingly, it is requested that the Examiner pass the case 
to issue at his/her earliest convenience. 



Respectfully submitted 




Dated: 



Harness, Dickey & Pierce, P.LC. 
P.O. Box 828 

Bloomfield Hills, Michigan 48303 
(248)641-1600 




Monte L/Falcoff, Reg. No. 37,61 ; 




MLF/cmg 
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